Introduction
Background section needs major revision a. Line 9 PLHA need to have a meaning the abbreviation is just appearing for the first time the same issue in line 26 UNAIDS b. In this section there are too long sentences that requires rewriting for example the first sentence is from line 1-3, there is also very long sentence from line 17-21 both requires rewriting. c. The results would have been more strong if the effect size was reported which would be possible by fitting ordered logistic regression rather than ANOVA d. In the tables p values need to be maximum three decimal places and there is no need to make the significant associations bold
Discussion
The discussion section compares the findings mainly with the previous national survay. The results of this study need to be well situated with the existing evidence in the area. Conclusion a. I don't think there is a need to say in ability to determine the direction of causality is the limitation of this study. Since it is cross sectional it is obvious that one cannot tell about the direction of causality.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Please find point-by-point responses below, and uploaded with better formatting as a "Supplemental Document for Editors Only".
Cheers, Nora
Response to Reviewer Comments Editorial Requirements -Please revise your title to include the research question. Please note that we do not accept declarative titles. This is the preferred format for the journal. As per the guidance, we have revised the title to "Associations between Healthcare Worker Participation in Workplace Wellness Activities and Job Satisfaction, Occupational Stress, and Burnout: A Cross-Sectional Study in Botswana" -Please complete and include a STROBE check-list, ensuring that all points are included and state the page numbers where each item can be found: the check -list can be downloaded from here: http://www.strobe-statement.org/?id=available-c hecklists The STROBE checklist for cross-sectional studies has been completed and attached.
1. Introduction -the authors may want to include some literature to justify the rationale of the study. A brief theoretical framework explaining the contructs might be useful. The research question/specific objectives should be explicitly stated in this section. The following references have been added as rationale for the study on the impact of workplace wellness programs and the research context in southern Africa. • Howarth, A., et al. (2017) . "A global, cross cultural study examining the relationship between employee health risk status and work performance metrics." Ann Occup Environ Med 29: 17. The last sentence of the introduction has been reworded to explicitly state the research question "(Page 3) Therefore, a nationally representative survey of health workers in Botswana was conducted to determine if there were associations between participation in WWP activities with individuals' levels of job satisfaction, psychological well-being, burnout, and sources of stress." 2. Methods -the sampling strategy is well described. Validity/reliability of the questionnaires should be reported. Details on ethics needs to be included (approval number, consent, confidentiality etc) References on the original validation of each of the questionnaires have been included, as well as references on validation of the questionnaires in additional languages and contexts. Please see the response to Reviewer 2, question 7f and 7g below.
The ethics statement has been revised to include approval numbers as follows: "(Page 7) The evaluation was approved by the MOH Health Research and Development Committee Reference #PPME: 13/18/1 Vol VIII (434) and non-research determination was received by the University of Washington's Internal Review Board Application #45194EJ.
3. Results -Well presented. Discussion -This section could use some strengthening (explanation of the findings using existing literature/theories) as well as policy recommendations (by discussing evidence based policies and their success in other contexts). To the authors' knowledge, this is the first report of the effectiveness of a nat ional workplace health promotion initiative for public health workers in middle-or low-income countries. We have added a discussion of policy implications based on the following theory and research findings: 5. Title and Abstract. The title is very precise and it also indicates they study design. The abstract is very good it gives a brief summary of the study but I wonder why the authors put the article summary section. The strengths and limitations bullet points have been provided as part of the journal house style.
6. Introduction. Background section needs major revision 6a. Line 9 PLHA need to have a meaning the abbreviation is just appearing for the first time the same issue in line 26 UNAIDS Line 9 has been revised make the PLHA acronym more explicit. Line 26 has been revised to provide the meaning of UNAIDS.
6b. In this section there are too long sentences that requires rewriting for example the first sentence is from line 1-3, there is also very long sentence from line 17-21 both requires rewriting. These lines have been revised to shorten them. 7b. The study population also requires clear description how many nurses, physicians and so on plus their level of training. A sentence has been added on participants' educational background. "(Page. 6-7) Of the 1,856 forms distributed, questionnaires were completed and returned by 1,348 health workers, a response rate of 73%.
[…] Of respondents, 2.9% were doctors, 29.2% were nurses, 27.4% were other professionals, 10.4% were administrative, and 27.2% were support staff." 7c. What was the eligibility criterion to take part in this study? The following sentence was added to the Methods Section. "(Page 4) Individuals had to be employed in a selected public health facility to be eligible to participate." 7d. The data collection was facilitated by the WWP focal persons and they were even helping completion of the questionnaire for some participant with limited literacy could you please specify their number? In my opinion if this was the case for some of the interviews were not self administered. The occurrence of WWP focal person helping completion of questionnaires was very rare, exact numbers were not collected. We have reworded this sentence to read. "(Page 4) In rare cases where a participant had limited literacy and/or English skills, focal people supported completion of the survey."
7e. There is one paragraph long sentence in the page five lines 7-14. It could be better if the authors re write it. This has been revised to be two sentences.
7f. In the questionnaire section the authors were mentioning the instruments were "well validated" what does that mean? Does this mean it has good psychometric property? Better sensitivity or specificity? Or what are the objective evidences to say an instrument is "well validated". In addition where was those validation studies conducted? In each place this has been clarified to state psychometrically well validated (Page 5). The original validation studies were conducted in Western, high-income countries. However replications have been conducted as per the following references in a wide variety of settings. These reference have been added to the manuscript (Page 5):
